The genus-group name Babina, originally proposed as a full genus for Rana holsti (type species) and R. subaspera, is usually attributed to " Van Denburgh, 1912". However, it is obvious from the chronological order of publication of relevant papers that the authorship of Babina should be " Thompson, 1912", not "Van Denburgh, 1912 
The genus-group name Babina was first published in 1912 by two different authors, Thompson (1912a) and Van Denburgh (1912a) . In both of these papers, the name was given to a new full genus described to accommodate two endemic frogs of the central Ryukyus, Rana holsti Boulenger, 1892, and R. subaspera Barbour, 1908 , with the former being the type species.
Also, both Thompson (1912a) and Van Denburgh (1912a) highlighted a sharp, spine-like metacarpal on the inner side of the first finger in these two species as the prominent character distinguishing Babina from other ranid genera.
Van Denburgh published a more detailed description of the genus, without referring to Thompson's (1912a) description, in his famous work on the East Asian herpetofauna published later in the same year (Van Denburgh, 1912b) . Probably because both of the preceding descriptions were privately published by the respective authors and thus suffered limited availability, Van Denburgh (1912b) seems to have been regarded as the only source of information on the original description of Babina by most subsequent authors. Some of them (e. g., Okada [1930] , p. 154) even erroneously referred to Van Denburgh (1912b) as the original description of the genus, although it was unequivocally stated on Van Denburgh's (1912b) second page that a number of his new taxa (including Babina) were originally described in Van Denburgh (1912a) .
Of the subsequent authors, some considered Babina as invalid (Inger, 1947; Dubois, 1981) , others continued to use the name as a valid full genus (Okada, 1930 (Okada, , 1966 , whereas most recent authors regard Babina as a subgenus of Rana (Nakamura and Ueno, 1963; Kuramoto, 1972; Matsui and Utsunomiya, 1983; Frost, 1985; Maeda and Matsui, 1989; Dubois, 1992; Duellman, 1993) . In any event, authorship of this genus-group name has invariably been given as " Van Denburgh, 1912 " (e. g., Okada, 1930 , 1966 Inger, 1947; Nakamura and Ueno, 1963; Dubois, 1992; Duellman, 1993) .
In 1912, Thompson and Van Denburgh separately described a number of East Asian amphibians and reptiles on the basis of the same series of specimens (and sometimes even on the basis of exactly identical holotype specimens) in rivalry with each other (Zhao and Adler, 1993: p. 32) , and this resulted in a "most regrettable tangle of names" (Barbour, 1917; Nakamura and Ueno, 1963; Zhao and Adler, 1993) . Nakamura and Ueno (1963) referred to this confusing situation with an example of the authorship of Hyla hallowellii, a species described by both Thompson (1912b) and Van Denburgh (1912a) . While severely criticizing Thompson's actions, Nakamura and Ueno (1963) argued that the name, usually given as "Hyla hallowellii Van Denburgh , 1912 " to that date (e. g., Okada, 1930; Inger, 1947) , should be attributed to " Thompson, 1912 ", recognizing that Thompson (1912b had preceded Van Denburgh (1912a) by approximately one month. Nakamura and Ueno (1963) , nevertheless, continued to regard " Van Denburgh , 1912 " as the author of Babina, although Thompson (1912a: Herpetological notices 1) should have preceded Thompson (1912b: Herpetological notices 2) in publication date.
Based on the date printed in each of the relevant papers, Zhao and Adler (1993) confirmed the chronological order of their publications as Thompson (1912a: on 15 June), Thompson (1912b: 28 June) (2000) that Thompson (1912a) should be regarded as the author of the original description of Babina. Thus, the authorship of this genus-group name should be " Thompson, 1912 ", not "Van Denburgh, 1912 
